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REMARKS 

The i:>:ammer rejected Claims I0and21 under 35 U.S.C. §112. second paragraph. 

Examiner rejected clangs 1. 10-12 and 21-23 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(e) a. allegedly 

being anticipated by US Pat No 6,38 1.579 issued to Gcrvais et al. 

• ,.^M..im.1 7-9 12-14 18-20 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 
The Examiner rejected claimb 1-3, i-J, i'*, 

allegedly being anticipated by US ?atNo 5,855.014 issued to Smith. 

. 1- /I I'; 17 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as allegedly being 
The Examiner rejected clanns 4-6 and 15-17 unticr :sd u.^.^- s v / 

mpalentaWc over Smith (USP 5.855,014). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the §1 12. §102 aiad §103 rejections with the following 

arguments. 
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fi n. ^1J7,«»>'«.,.1 Paragranh 
The Exammcr rejected clain^s 10 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragrapW 
alleging that "claims 10 and 21 contain the trademark/trade name Lotus. l^n,s Domino and 

Lotus Notes." 

,„ response Applicant respectfully contend that •Ix.n.s" docs not app«.r in claun 10 

and/or claim 21. 

,„ further response. Applicants respectfully contend ,hat "IxXm Domino" docs not appear 

in claim 10 and/or claim 21. 

,n yet further response. Applicants respcctflrlly contend d,a, "U.n.s Notes" does no. appear 

in claim 10 and/or claim 2L 

Next, Applicant, quote claims 10 and 21, winch clearly shows that none of the trademarks 
of "Lot.s", "Lotus Domino", and "Lotus Notes" appear in claim 10 and/or claim 21. 
Claim 10 recites: "Tlie method of claim 1. wherein the first agent is a I.script 
Claim 21 recites "The system of claim 12. wherein the Hrst agent is a L-.cnpt operating 
wid.in a LD-software enviromncnt, and wherein the database structure includes LN-databases/' 

The phrases "l.script", "LD-sofiware environment", and "LN-databascs" in claims 10 and 
21 arc nottrademarks and identify specific commercial software whose characteristics arc well 
known in tlie arl. 

Applicat^s further note that the prtor ar, reference Smith (US1> 5.855,014), cited by the 
examiner in fl» present offtce action, recites "Lonts No.es" in claims 2 at,d 9. Applicants assert 
tha. claims 2 and 9 in Smith enjoy the legal p«s„mption of being patentable. In addition, the 
follov^ine issued patents recite "Lotus Notes" in claims and cr^oy the Iceal presumption of being 
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p„e„,ab,.:USr 6.604.150; VSP 6.529,900; USP 6,377.->50; USP 6,343.297; USP 6.336.2.7; 
USP 6,327,594; USP 6.233,583; USP 6.094,655; and USP 5,890,163. -fhc preceding evidence 
demo„»ua»s Ou.. ,h. United S,«es Pa.cn, and Trademark Ofr,ce rceo^ni.es that No.cs" 
idemines .pccine software U, a person of ordinary sWU in >hc a«. In conttasu Applicant do no. 
even n=ci.= "Lolus No.cs» in claims 10 a,xl 21. Yet, ^Examiner alleges .ha. elai,ns 10 and 21 
are not palemabable. Thus. d« rejection of elain, 10 and 2. under 35 U.S.C. «1 .2, second 
pa W seea,s inconsistent with the policy of Ote United States Patent and Tradentark Office of 
allowing claims eonUtining "T^n.. Notes" , and Applicants do not even recite ••Lotus Notes" in 
claims 10 and 21. 

If the Exaniincr still contends that clain^s 10 ai.d 21 "contain the tmdemark/tradc nmne 
Loms, Lotns Domino and Lotus Notes, tl.en Applicants respectfully request that tho Examiner 
clarify the Examiner's argument in light of Applicants' preceding argument. 



09/965,146 



PAGE 1002' RCVDATmiH 10:06:03 AM [Eastern Daylight Time]* SWiUSPTOIFM 



AUGt09-04 HON 09:24 AH 



FAX NO. 



P. 



3<; 1LS.C. Sini(<^)i fiervais 

,1- 1 1 mo ond 21-23 under 35 lJ.S.C.§102Cc) as allegedly 
Tlic Examiner rejected claims 1. 1 0-12, aiid unocr 

bcmg anticipated by US Pat No 6.381.579 issued to Gervais et al.. 

Applicants n^spectfiUly contend that Gervais does not anticipate claims 1 , 12, and 23, 
because Gervais does not teach each ai.d every feature of claims 1. 12.and23. 

AS a first exatnple of why Gervais docs not anticipate claims 1 . 12, and 23, Gervais docs 
not teach "a dynamically changing list of control documents". 

The Examiner argues that Gervais discloses "generating a dynamically changing list of 

control documents [ACL. col 4, lines 55-65, rig 3. col 7. lines 27-40]" • 

mresponse, Applicant, respectfully contend that Gervaisdoes not teachlhat the Default 

user Access Control List (ACL) is "a dynamically changing list of control documents". In fact, 
the only inron.ationprovid.d by Ge..ais about the contentofthcACL is anidentmcationof 

"groups used to manage the access to the resource linlcs" (see Gervais, col. 15, lines 47-50). 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner present a citation in Gen^ais showing 
thai Gervais teaches that the ACL is "a dynamically changing list of control documents". 

AS a second example of why Gervais docs not anticipate claims 1 . 12, and 23. Gervais 
does not teach "i^rocessing by a f,rst agent a first approved control document on the list". 

The Uxaminer argue., that Gervais discloses "processing by a first agent a fi.t approved 
control document on the li.,t [Enten^riseXspan Environment Server col 4, lii.es 30-42]". 

in response, ApplieanUs reiterate that the Examiner has identified the ACL as '.he list", 
and that col. 4, lines 30-42 of Gervais docs not teach that the EnterpriseXspan Environment 

09/965.146 
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server processes a first approved coatrol document or. the ACL. as reciuired by claims 1. 12. and 
23. 

Based o« AppliCM«s- P««ding ar^cnls. Appto.U resp=c,M.y maintain ,ha, Ocrvais 

to. a„. an,icipa« clatas 12, and 23. and ftatclaims 1 , 12, and 23 a,, in condUion for 
aHowancc. Since cWn.s 10-U depend f^n, Caim >. AppHcanU contend .ha. claims lO-n a,. 

iikevrfse In condition for allowance. Since ciai™ 21-22 depend f«m claim 12. Applicants 
contend that claims 2 1-22 are likewise in condidon for allowance. 

,n addition with tespect to claims 1 1 and 22. Getvais does no. teach "wherein cxecucing a 
first task on the firs, approved con.rol document inclndes replacing a name of. firs, pc^on with a 
nante of a second person in a ptarali.y of databases of the database slruclu..," 

The Examiner nrgocs: "Gervais discloses wherein execuUng a firs, ask on the first 
approved control document includes replacing a name of a firs, person widt a .tame of a second 
person in a piurali.y of databases of tlie database sMctee [col 4, lines 55-65r. 

,n response, A,,.lican,s respeCfally contend that col. 4, lines 55-S5 of Ciervais does no, 
teach the pr«.ding fea«re of clahns 1 . and 22. For example, col. 4. Iu,es 55-65 of Ocrvais docs 
no. teach .ha. replacing a na,ne of a fi«. person wi.h a name of a second person is a «sk on a 
control document appearing in an ACL. As a.,o«.er example, Ocrvais docs not teach tha. said 
•'replacing" Is performed in "a plurality of daBibMes". 
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11 S.C S' "''">'" Smith 

, 1 1 1 70 12-14 18-20 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. §102{b) 
The Exaininei rejected claims 1-3, i". 

as alleecdly being aa.icipa.ed by US PatNc 5,855.014 issued .0 Smith. 

ApplieanU respcetfully contend that SmiUn does no. anticipate claims 1 . 12, and 23, 
becaiBC Smith docs not .each each a.tdcveorfea.nre or claims 1, 12. and 23. 

AS a mst example of why Smith does no. anticipate claims 1.12, and 23, Smith doea no. 
teach "a dynamically changine list ot control documents". 

The Examiner argues that Smith discloses "generatins a dynamically changing lis. of 
eomrol documents CworWow con.rol document col I, lines 30-44. col 7. lines 7-51)". 

In response. Applicant, respeCfUlly contend that Smid. does no. disclose tha. dte 
workflow comroldocumen.,which.hcExaminer alleges tobealis. of control documents, is. 

dynamically eh....ns lis. ofeontro. documems, as required by claims 1.12. and 23. App.iean.s 
maintain that col 1. lines 30-44 or col 7, line, 7-5. of Smith absolutely docs not .each tltat the lis. 
ofcontrol document («.t is allegedly eomprisedby ihcworltnow control document) is a 
dynamically changing list, m fact, -here is no teaching in Smitl. that the list of conno, documents 
Chat is allegedly comprised by *e workflow control docutnent) is no. astatic list ofcontrol 
documents. 

,n addiUen with respect to claim 1 specifleally. allhon^ Smith discloses the existence of 
the workflow conuol document. Smith does no. disclose generating ite workflow control 
document, as tcuirea by Cahn 1 ^roughthe language of ..generating a dynamically changing list 
ofcontrol documents". Smith is totally sUent to how the existence ofthc workllow control 
doeumem is implemented. Smith most certainly docs no. disclose the "gcneraUng" a«pec. of 
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A, a second example of why S..i.h docs no. an.icipa« claims .. 1 2. and 23. Smi.h does 
„o.,caoh->roccssinsbyaf,magc„.af,rs. approved con«oldo«n,en. on me .isr(empha.,is 

added). AppUea„U.-s,«c,ficaUoas.ae=sonpaBe3.1inos18.21:"An"approved"com,ol 
documen. Is a eoiUro. documen. d.a. has been appn,ved for having l,s e„nmera.=d .asks carried 
„„. immediately at as soon as possible .hereafter." Applicancs maintain *a. ,tee is mos. 
certainly no di^losttrc by Smifl, to. any control doeumcn. allegedly lis.ed on .he workflow 
control doemnent is "approved" as defined in Applicants' specification. 

AS a third example of why Smith does no. anticipate claims 1. .2, and 23, SmiO. does no. 
teach "Wherein processing .he firs, app«ved con.rol document inetades causing executing at leas, 
one task on the llrst app..,ved control doeument. and wherein execuHng a .ask on «.c firs, 
approved co„m,l documen. includes up<la.ing .he da,abase s.mc.„r." (emphasis added). 

AS .o "upda.ini. the database s.tucmre" die Examiner argues: "wherein executing a .ask on 
the n... approved conttol doeumen. includes upda.i,.g d.e dau,base s.n,c.ure [col 1 4. lines 25- 
67]". 

h. response. App.ican.s maln.ai„ ,ha. the la.,g»a6e of claims 1. 1 2. and 23 re,„ires that 
the processing of... flrs. cont^l documen, cause .he updating of the daUbase. which Smi.h docs 
no. .eacl. In conlras.. Smld. .caches in col. 14. lines 54-56: "Each aedon also fl,pically works 
with da,a that will be placed into a target document.ha. is localed wUhin a <arge, da.abaae." The 
preceding quote from Smith does no. .each .ha. .he processing ot*e acUon will cause .he 
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„pd«mg cr..» database. In fact. ft. prcc«.,a« quo.c ftom SmUU does no, .v«, indfeate any 

eonnecuonor «m. co.»ecti«n between the proce^ine ofthe action and the updating of the 
database, fhe preceding ,..otc front Smith teacltes only Utat the p«ee»sine ofthe action wiU 
wot. with datatha, wUi b= placed ina dau,ba»c. TltuMlte preceding ,uo.ef™m Smith teacher 
« the data that will be placed in a database irrespective of the performing of the action. 
•,^crclo,e,Smim docs no, teach t,a.*ep«,ccs.ing ofthe ftm control doc„mcn.can.,cs the 

updating of fte daUbase, as required by claims 1 , 12, and 23. 

Based on Applicanls- preceding arguments, Applicant. respcclRUly maintain ,ha, Smith 
docs no, anticipate claims 1, 12, and 23, and thatclaims 1 , 12, and 23 are in condition for 
,l,o«„ce. Since Claims 2-3 and 7-9 depend from claim 1. Applicants contend .hat claims 2-3 
and 7-9 are illcewlse in condition for allowance. Since claims 1 3-14 and 18-20 depend f,«m claim 
1 2, Applieams contend that claims 1 3-14 and 1 8-20 are likewise in condition for allowance. 

,„ addition with respect .o cla-nns 2 and 1 3, Smi.h docs no. «ach "generating a view of the 
Us,; a,«i accessing the view by the frs, agent prior to proceB.«„g the first approved con^l 

document." 

The Examiner argncs: "SmW. discloses generating a view ordte lis. and accessing the 
view by .he fl,.. agen, prior to processing ,he tlrs. approved control doeumen. [col 5, lines 55- 
621". 

m response, Applicants rcspoctfully contend that cC 5, lines 55-62 of Smith is silent as to 
the existence of a view of Che "list of contiol document.". Indeed, Smith, col. 5. lines 63-65 
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s,a.os. "A view is Hlco a «b>c of =on»„U for a <.a<aha«. except a,at a vie>v do«,,. necessarily 
every dacmen. in .he database, and a single database „ay have multiple views, each 

„„a„,^ns the doeuments ditlerently- (e«,phasis added). Thus, tbete is no teaehittg i. S.mth of 

the existence of a view of the -list of control docim.ei.ts". 

Moreover, even if Smith teaches the cxisteaee of a view of the 'nis. of control d„cu,..o..ts 

Cwhich SmiU. does.,-t teach), S.lth does not teach that said view is accessed by the f.m agent 
(i.e., the "Single executable .soRware program" which is a.lesed by the Extuni,.cr to be the ■'first 
agenf) as required by claims 2 and 13. Tl.e only entities disclosed by Sn,i,h to have access to 
views are users and developers (see SmiU., col. 5, lines 56-59). Tl,ercfon., Smith does ..ot 
anticipalc claims 2 and 13. 

h. additio..whh respect to claims 3 and 14, Stnith does not teach "wherein executing a 
fln. tasR on d.e firs, approved control document includes exec^ing the first taslc by the first 

figcnt", 

•n,c Examiner argues: "Smith disclo.scs wl«rein executing a first .ask on the first approved 
control document includes exeeutiug ,he firs, tasic by the first agent [col J, lines 1 8-451". 

,„ response. Applicants respectfully con»nd that executing the first task by the first a^cnt 
hrehuies updating the data,«se structure (see claims 1. 12. and 23). However, the Examitrer's 
citation otSmith, col. 14,lines 25-67 does not teach that the "single executable softwan: 

program" (whichthe Examiner alleges to be the firs, agent) updates fte daubase strucurc. As 
oxplaitted s.,,,™. Smi.h .caches in col. 14, lines 54-56: "Each action also typically works with daU. 
.hat will be placed Into a targe, documen. .ha. is leca.ed wid>in a target data.,asc." lite preceding 
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Cuo,. of smith does no. provide any inro,™aUo« « ,o who updates ,h. da.aha3o. mrcfo,c, 
SmiO, do,» no. .each «.a. .ho "srngU exccu»blo software proB-am" opda-cs *c database, as 
quired by claims 3 and 14. Therefore, Smi.h does no. an.ieipa.e claims 3 and 14. 

,naddUlonwi.hrcspec..oelau.s7aod 18.Smi.h does no. .each "whoreinexecoUuga 
f„s. .as. on .ho fns. approved eo..ro, doeumen, inolndes opda.ing a ploralUy orda.ah.ses or.he 

database structure", 

The Ex.,nincr argues: "Sml* diselo.cs wherein exmnine a rtrs. .asK on .he firs. appn>vod 
ee„.rol doe.men. Includes upda.in. a plurali.y of da.ab»scs of ,he database s,™e.nr= ls.ep 5. col 
2, lines 15-45]". 

,„ response. Applican.s acknov-ledge .ha. Smilh .caches (In col. 2. lines 1-7) upda.ing a 
plnmlhy of daUhasesas a specified .asU ona«rge. information fonn. However, claims 7 and 18 
„„„ require .ha. said upda.ing of a plurali.y of daU.hascs be included wi.hin an execuUng of a flrs. 
,a* on .he ilrs. approved control documem .ha. appears on Ute lis. of eon.rol docume„.s. TTre 
Rxamtaer h,. identified the workrtow eon.rol deeumen. as allegedly comprising a lis. of con.rol 
documen.s. Smid. idcn.ines d» eight fields of *e workflow conUel documen. in col. 7, line 2. - 
eol. 8. line 9. which clearly shows .ha. the targe, information form is no. one of U.e con.rol 
docn,ncn.s lislcd on .he workflow eonuol document In faC a link .o .he .arge, infonnallon form 
appears in field 3 otthe aCion informa.ion form (see Sml.b, col. 10, lines 4-10. Therefore, .he 
„pda.u,g of .he pluralhy of da.abases is no. a.ask inelnded on a con.rol documen. appearing in .he 
of eonuol document of .he workflow control docnnen.. Therefore, Smi* does tro. anUcipa.e 
claims 7 and 18. 
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,„ adimon »iU, respcc, ,0 claim. 8 and 19, SmiO. docs no. tc»cl, "wherein exccuUng a 
r,«, task 0., «,e firstapprovcd co„«ol document includes ,.pda.n. a «r.. dalaba.. of the database 
.,ruc.u«, and v*c«incxecuUngasec<,nd.a=kon.hcnratapprovedcon«o.doc™en. includes 

updating a second database of the database slrocture". 

The Examiner argues: "Smith discloses wherein executing a first task on tlte ftrs. approved 
control document include., updating a first database of the database structure, and wherein 
executing . second task on the first apptoved conrrol document includes updating a second 
dalabeiseofthe 

database sttucture [step 5, col 2, lines 15-45]." 

T. response. Applicants refer to Applicants' arguments supra for claims 7 nnd 1 8 in 
relation to t.pd.ting a plurality of databases. Additionally. S.ith does not disclose in col. 2. lines 
1 5-45 tl.at executing . first and second task comprise., updating a first and .second database, 
respectively. Therefore, Smith does not anticipate claims 8 and 19. 

. In addition with respect to claims 9 and 20. Smith does not leach "wherein a first task and 
a second task on ihe first approved eonlrol document are not independent." 

The Examiner argues: «'Smith discloses wherein a first task and a second task on the first 
. approved control document me not independent [col 7. lines 25-52]." 

In response. Applicant, respectfully contend that col. 7, lines 25-52 of Smith does not 
teach that a first task and a second task on the first approved control document are not 
independent. Therefore. Smith does not anticipate claims 9 and 20. 
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■n,oExami„er,cjco.c<lc.ain,s4-6a.d ,5.,7uoao,35U.S.C. 8,03(a)asa>l«gocUyb.ing 
„„pa.e«»ble ov« Smith (USP 5.855.014). Since clMms 4^ depend from claim , , which 
Applicant havca.aued be pa.n.ab.c under 35 U.S.C. §.02. Applicant mainuin.ha, 
clai™. 4-6 a. r., unp,n,e«»blc under 35 U.S.C. 8103(.). Since c,ain,s 15-17 depend from claim 

n. which Applicanta have argued supra U> be paUntable under 35 U.S.C. 8102. Applicants 

maintain that claims 15-17 are not unpalcntoble tuidcr 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 

,n addition. Smith does ,rot teach or suggest: "wherein executing a first taste on the tot 
approved control document includes directly callitre a second agent by d« flrat asen. and 
executing the iirst task by the second agent- (claims 4 and 1 5); -wherein oxeenting a first task on 
the first approved contt.1 document includes indirectly calling a second agent by the Hrst agent 
and executing the first task by the sec«,»i agcnf (olain.., 5 and .6); and "further comprising 
processing by a second agent a second app,.ved control document on the list, wherein processing 
,be second approved control docuntent Includes causmg executing at least one task on the second 
approved control doeumctrt. and wherein exeeudng a task on the second approved eonm>l 
document tadudes updadng the daubasc structure" (claims 6 and 17). 

The Examiner admits that Smith does notteach.he preceding features of 4-6 and 5-17. 
The Examiner agues that it would be obvious to modify SmiUrto inclttde the preceding features of 
4-6 and 5-17 "for the purpose of dividing the program into well-defined modules". 

,n response. ApplieanU respeetfully contend that the Examiner has no. supplied a legally 
persuasive argmnen. as to why a person of ordinary skill in the ar, would modify Smith "tor the 
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p„.p„.c Of divWln, *e pro^ wC-Oefin^d »o.a.es" in «.a1io„ .0 4-6 and 5-17. .„ 

p„Uco,., .UbUshea case ,av, rc,^«s *at .H= prior an mo». co„.ai„ son,o s.^os.ion or 
i„.„nve*a.wou,d^avcn,oava.c4ap.rson„fora.nary3.UUn„,oar.«.odiryarcf.rc„oc„r 

,0 co.b,.o refor«.ces. Sec Kar,.n Mfg. Corp, V. Cleveland 0„,f Co., 242 F.3d .376. 58 
U S PQ2d 1286. .293 (Fod. Cir, 200. (»,„ holding an invanUor^obviousinvlcwofa 
.on,bi-o„ o„.fcrences. .h.e n,... ba so™ sn^cslion, .no.ivaUon. or «aebin. in .Ha prior 
wonld ..ave Ua a parson ot ordinary skill in .be art .0 sCao. .be rcfercnoca and oo.nbn.a 
.bem m a way U,a. would prodnce .he claimed InvcnUom. See also In re Gordon. 733 F.2d 900. 
002 2^, U.S.P.Q. U25. . .27 (I'ed. Cir, 1984 ("The mere fact *a. .be prior ar. conld be so 
„,o.ined wonld no. l.ve made .be n,o«va.io„ obvious »n.ess .be pHor ar. sn..cs.ed .be 

dcslnibiUty of the moilincation.")- 

T1.U, .he Examiner has no, made any showing of where .he prior art suggesrs a 
m„dinea.ion •for .be purpose of dividing ,be pro.r^ .n.o we.,*.b,cd ,no.lu,es". T... .be 
E.aminer has provided a rea»n for .he eombi„a.on by speeu.a.i„n derived from .he H^miner, 
a„d no. by ,e.ehin,s of.be prior ar. By no. eUine any su,,es«on or ineenllve in .he pr.or ar. 
•Tor .be purpose of dividing Ore pro-am in,o weU^efined modules". Ore Examiner has failed ,o 
es«,bllsh apr;™<./<..<e easeof obviou»,ess inrelaflon .o elaims 4-6 and 15-17. 

,„ addilion, even if .he Hxaminer were .o provide pertinen. ei.a.ions from .be pHor ar. U.e 
Exa-niner would also have .o es.ab.ish Iba. modularizing «.e program is an obvious ™od,f.ea.lon 
of Smi.h. in o.her wor^s. si..e U.ere is a priee .0 pay for modulaHza.ion (e.g.. mod„lari.a,ion 
„duees exeeurlon speed by in„oduein. 0.0 overhead of eailing and linU,.g modules, ineluding .he 
passing of da. be.ween modules). Wry would modu.arl...ion malce sense for Sn.i.h.s inven.ion7 
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re^n for *e word "singly" in SmiU,-s "singly ex«.<«.bln soflwo.. program"). 

B„..hc E«n,lncr .nns. also demons.ra.e why partlcnlar fca.nros of claln,s « and 15-17 
w„„,dbcobvions,nodifioaU„..ofSn.i,h.Asaf,rst=xan,ple.oncco„ldi.p.=mcnt 

„.«,„,„l..on wiibou. nsmg *0 -dlrcc. calling" feature of clain-s 4 and .5. As a .second 
e^nnplc, one could in,plemen. .nodu,an..on wI*on. using .be .Hndirce. calling" fcalurc of 
claims 5 and ,6. AS a,blrd example, one conld i«p.e™e„. mod„lari,..io„ «i.honu,sing U,e 

..pda.ing.beda.*ases.r.etnre"(by.H.sceondagen.)fea»eofelain,s6and ,7. Tb..»niner 
has no. even addrcs,,ed any alleged obviousness assoelaicd »ia, ,he preeedh.g p^Kicnlar feaCures 

of claims 4-6 and 15-17. 

Aceordingly. Applican., respeafi.lly con.end ma. elalnas 4-6 and 1 5-17 arc no. 

„npaten.ablc over Smith under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). 
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